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.LDA in Califorhia"CoMmunity Colleges

ABSTRACT.
) -

This -is as folrow-up report based upon a survey sent to the Californi

Community Colleges regarding programming for Leat'ning Disabled Average

(LDA) students. :.This study looked at the current LDA program character-,

istics, identificatiOn and assessment methpds employed compared to thbt

reported in the previous Ostertag and Baker (1982) research. One- hundred
, -

percent (106 total) of theC011eges responded to the suriey questions.''

Over 80 percent of the community colleges operated formal programs 4414

Percent provided informal services for their LDA student population; this.

represented:approximately a five percent growth in formal prograMming as

informal programs remained static to the 1982 study results. Additional

aspects of the formal prograilking for LDAstudents were scrutinized

regarding current versus past practices.
.

A consistency of past and present practices andalethodologies existed

among community college LDA, programs. One of the few. areas that repre-

.

`seated a change was in standardized test instruments used for LDP identi

fication and assessments; fewer tests.were-employed'and with differing:

-frequencies.

. Based upon the models provided by several of the community colleges

and current research, recOmmendationt were made for those whb,wish to

implement post-secondary level LDA programs. The recommendations sug-

gested: 1) the use of appropriate, valid and reliable assessments for,

post-secondary level students; 2) the norming of tests identified.by

practitioners as apparently appropriateto post-secondary level students;

3) defined services, identification and assessmentiprocedure in accordance

with the accepted LDA definition and research findings; 4) consistent data
911,

reporting methods, such as a system-wide I.E.P. format, secureli and

confidentially maintained; and 5) the development ofvan up-dated handbook

for use by practitioners of post-secondary LDA programs. *
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INTRODUCTION

This report contains specific infOrMation drawn from a4statewide.
,

research project conducted by.Dr. Bruce A. Pstertag and Dr. Ronald. E. Baker

during January and February; 1984. The research team was also assisted by::

Dr. Donald Deshler, Dr. Daryl' Mellard, Ms. Laurel Best and Mr. Robert F."

Howard in the development, disseminationiand description of the project.

The study was a follow-up,to a descriptive study conducted in Spring, 1982..

-Comparative answers were sought between these studies regarding,California,

community colleges and services available to those students considered to

ha/e a learning disability; these students are tenmed, "Learning Dfsabled-

Merage (LDA)." ThiS=..report focuses orr the following comparative aspects

of those studies: 1) formal and/or.informal means, of identifying and

assessing LDA student's; 2) the'assessment areas measured; 3) personnel

involved with LDA students; and 4) service delivery systems,

Following a review of literature pertaining to post- secondary

educatiOn for the learning disabled, it Was discovered 'that' no study had

been completed and published addressing the.proposed research items. The:

Chancellor`s Office of the California ComMuntiy Colleges, the above

research team, other organizations and authors have published ecommended

assessment instruments or recommended Mils. However, other than the

research teams initial descripti y,'no other work has dealt with the

specific methods or- assessment strat es and instruments; no follow-up

research has been conducted. This study meets that need using descrlptive

statistics, narrative, charts and tables.

Background

Identified adults with'specific learning disabilities are a relatively

new phenomenon in post-secondary education. Their participation in college

-is requiring a reevaluation of the types of programs and services offered

.in all segments of post-secondary education. Dr. Barbara Cordoni (1982)

noted there is a minimum of such programming arld services nationwide. This'

is not altogether true in California where the Communtiy Colleges-have been

providing extensive services for the last seven to eightyears for students

identified as having specific,learnifig disabilities. The California State

Universities and UniversitY1 California's have also :provided services,

though on a smaller scale, for the past several years.
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The purpose of tdis follow-up:work was to describe research condutted in
-

the California Community Colleges op existing programs and services for

.adults with learning disabilities and compare the responses with those

cbrained in a previous study (Ostertag and Baker, 1982).
,

The definition. for Learning Disabled has undergone substantial refine-

ment during the last half-decade in the California Community Colleges. The

eolleges,no-longer adherg-to the identification and assessment models

operating in the K-12 special education system, though post-secondary

.education does deal with many-students who have attended that system. )he

community college definition of LDA is still in a state of transition.

Collegesare now operating LDA programs under the definitional guidelines

developed'by the `California Association of Post- Secondary :Educators of the

Disabled (CAPEN), Learning Disabilities Division; and adopted by the

CommunityCollege Chancellorl's Office::

"A specific learning disability refers to disorders in which
an individual exhibits a significant /severe discrepancy
between the current level of developed intellectual abilitids
and academic performances despite regular instruction and
educational opportunity, as currently measured by
professionally recognized diagnostic procgddres. Academic
performance refers to achidvement in the following areas:
listening comprehension, oral' expression, written expression,
basic reading skills,.reading comprehension, mathematical
calculation and reasoning. Specific.Learning Disabilities
are often due to constitutional, genetic and/or neurological
factors and are not primarily due to: visual or auditory
sensory deficits, motor handicaps, severe emotional
disturbance, environmental'or economic disadvantage,- ,

cultural/langauge difference, or mental retardation (1982)."

Need for the Study

A study describing the latest state-of-ttie-art in California community

b-colleges programs for LOA students was necessary.for reasons of account-

ability andiprogram improvement. Inconsistencies in programming throughout

the state,have led to confusion and, in some few cases, charges of non-

compliance with state and Chancellor Office mandateS. It, was also feasible

that programs could be in compliance with the law and yet not be providing\

t
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appropriate education for their learning disabled students. A compre-

hensive description. of preseht programs would provide information mhich

'40.401Apiebeneficial for the post-secondary LOA students. This study could .

lend itself as a resource for the Chancellor's Office, administrators of

LOA programs, specialists working with LOA students, and college instruc-

tors of special educaton.- Additionally, the accumulated data could'serve

as a posible.reference point for future--studies.

The`Problem

The problem of this research was to identify and describe the

programming used in California community colleges to meet the needs of

students considered LOA. These programs were explored according to the

areas of: characteristics, identification, and assessment tools.

Statement of, the Problem

More specifically, the problem examined programming for LDA students

by determining answers to the-following questions:

1. What organization characteristics were evident?
42. How were LOA students identified?

3. What assessment tools were used for identification and-
. diagnostic purposes?
4. Have programsfor LOA students changed in the past twoyears?

Assumptions of the Study

Several.basic assumptions fdtmed the basis for the questions of this

ki

study. First, there was no official coordinated programming between

"community college districts in the areas of assessment strategies, content

and f5rioritieS, and identification procedures for LDA.programs. Second,
,

the expertise of specialists working with LOA stu nts was, generally,

quite professional, but not dll'Community colleges had specialists avail-
.

0 able in their programs. Many LOA students were being served by staff

unfamiliar With and/or not certified in the area of learning disabilities.

Third, though.community college LOA programming was. not coordinated state-

wide, there was 'a commonality of teaching techniques, toolt,,.and adminis-

tration. This assumption was based upon the belief that specialist-
,

1

1 a
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training through gr4iduate-colege coursework stressed somewhat' similar

instruction in this field. Most specialists of the LOA have been

instructed with:covergent methods, texts, and assessmeit tools. Lastly, it
was assumed that there have been minimal changes in the California

community colleges for LOA student between 1982-84.

Limitations

The following limitations should be taken into account in this study.

In all cases, the usual error factors that occur in any research existed,

_ such as inadvertent inaccuracies and misinterpretation of question content
by respondents.

4

1. Personal interviews based upon a written questionnaire were
used to collect a representative portion of the data.

2. A mailed questionnaire was used to collect the bulk of data.
3. Other records, documents, and statistics were used to formulate

this investigation.
4. The processing bf the obtained data.
5. Learning disability theories are relatively new and unproven.

The lack of longitudinal studies to support these theories will
limit the utility of this research.

Methodology

A questionnaire was developed and fie*d-tested through perwnal inter-
views. This selected group of college personnel examining the question-

naire indicated an understanding of the questions;, therefore no.significant

item modifications were made.

With the clarity of the questionnaire confirmed, the questionnaire was

mailed to all the:public California community colleges. In total, 106

community colleges were contacted. Thf study was conducted during January

and February, 1984.

Results

One-hundred-and-six colleges out of the tonal 106 participated in this

study for a return of 100 percent. The Community College Chancellor's

Office and CAPE) assisted in obtaining the high return by requesting every

collegeto.respond.

11
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Respondent Characteristics. -SiZty4ive-percerit-of the respondents

identified themselves -as the LDA Coordinator /Specialist. Twenty-nine per-.

cent.indicated that they were the Coordinator/Enabler of Handicapped Ser.-.

vices while the remaining six percent said they were the college psycholo-

gist or other faculty, See Appendix A fot the position titleS of all

respondents.

Program Characteristics. Tables 1 and 2 indicate the type and size of

programming at California's community colleges for LOA students: Programs

were designated as formal or informal, formal programs were defined as

having: 1) an LOAt.speci,.alists; 2) standard identification procedures for

each student; 3) and the.option-of offering special instruction or classes
1

for LDA students. With these guidelines, 85 of the responding colleges

said they had formal programs: This represents about a five percent in-

crease over the 1982-results. 'Thirteen colleges, the same amount (though

with some different colleges) as in the previous study,'stated they

operated some type of services for LOA students other than a formal

program. Only eight of the respondent colleges, almost a five percent.

decrease, did not officially serve LOA students in any capacity. .See

Appendix B-0 for those specific formal, informal,'and nil LOA programs..

LOA students are now served in almost 93 percent of California's community

college system.

The LDA student population increated by over 2,900 students in the

past two years. Formal programs haveir'own to a population of 10,343,

representing a 36rpercent increase. Informal programs claim a total of 491

LOA students for a 50 percent increase. In all, the'LDA student popUlation

has grown from 7,962 to 10,869 students, a 37 percent growth rate in two

years.

12
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TABLE Numbep and. Type of Program6at California ComMunity Colleges_for Learning
Disabled 4erage "(OA) ,4;tudLenfi.

4

Type of Program for
.LDA Students

-------
,

Formal Program

.P981/82
Number of Colleges
PeFEentige-45FtorTeges

80.

1983/84
tlUmber, of Colleges

egesPe4iteatagerafZol

.

85
75.4% 80.2%

Iricormal Program 13 13:
12.3% 12.3 %.

No Special Program 13 8
_, 12.3% 7,. 5%

TOTAL fri 106
100%. .

-106

100%

TABLE 2T4,4alber of .LDA -Students Served 6y Programs at California Community
Cql lege

Type of Program for
LOA Students

P .,

Formal.Progrpm

Informal Trrogram

No Special. Program

TOTAL

1981/82
LDA population

7,631..

331

1983/84 1.

LDA Populationa
LDA Population
Difference

10,343 , +2,712

491 + 166

29 + 29

10,869 +.2,907

iiniForm CC C C - S 5-1Y.

13
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Identified'OA students had their educational needs met through a

variety 'of ways. College programs include spetial classes, tutorial

suppqrt, counseling and other auxiliary services. Table 3 illustrates that

means by which LDA students were assisted. Tutorial services were

delivered priMarily through one-to-one settings by.an,aide in the LDA

program, the LDA specialist, or a peer tutor. Counseling was also handled!'

through a orte-to-one setting in academic career and personal areas 'under

the direction of the LDA program or' external programs. In two years, therp

were few significant (.05) changes t9 meeting the LDA student's educational

needs'except for adetreasejn external counseling support as a group or
in class. There was also a noticeable decrease in the use of peer-tutors

as general tutorial supporters.

Additional adjustments {implemented to'aid student's in LDA programs are

shown on Table 4. Though changes have occurred in two years, the

committment to this type of support is still strong. .t.There has been a

significant increase of support to the-a.reas of registration services

(+6.5%) and notetaker services (+6.3%),,;, Four areas demonstrate significant

decreases in support: time extension to complete course requirements

(-13.9%); class schedules modified (-7.3%); course curriculum revised

(- 7.0 %); and learning centerailability (- 5.4 %). Several adjustments

still have over a 90 percent committment: diagnosticlearning.assessments -

.(87.5%) and registration services (96.5%). ThOse areas in which more than

80 percent of the colleges make additional adjustments include: learning

center availability (87.1%); reader services '(83.5%); lecture reproduction

(82,2%); and,notetaker services (81.2%).

14'



TABLE1: Means by Which Students are Academically Assisted, as Reported by California Community Colleges
With Formal LDA PrOgrams.a

.

A. Tutorial. Support

' One-to-One

1981/82 "1983/84

Number Number

In Group

1981/82 1983/84

Number,-- Number

In Class

1981/82 1983/84

Number Numbe.r

TeTgritageb TEFEeTitagec, Percentageb RECIFIFtagec Percente geb Percentage

LOA Specialist- 59 . 64 47 51 ,4I 47
73.8%. 75.3% 58.8% 60.0% 51.3% 56.3% ,

Peer. Tutor 51 48 . 31 23 16 12.., \

63'.8% , '56.5% 38.8% t27.1% 20.0% 14.1% .

'Aide 68 73 50 56. 36 '39
. 85.0% 85.9% 62.5% 65.9% 45.0% 45.9%

Other Faculty 22 22 12 16 23 26 '

27.5% "25.9% 15.0% . 18.8% a, 28.8% .. 3'0.6%

.

. ounse ing lnterna

to LDA Programs

Academic 77 78 16' 14 . .., 13 13 4
96.3% 91.8% 20.0% 16.5%. 16.3% 15.3%

Personal '70 73 ,!22 20 16 17

87.5% 85.9% .27.5% ,,., 23,5% 20.0% 20.0%

Career 72 72 27 ° 22 271' 31

90.0% 84.7% 33.8% 25.9% 33.8% 35.5%

C. Counseling Externa

to LDA Program

Academic 68

85.0%

76

89.4%

16

20.0%

g-

10.6%

18 11

12.9%

Personal 64 71, 18 7 10

80.0% 83.5% 22.5% 8.2t 31 3% 11.8%

Career 65 65 27 12 40 29

81.3% 76.5% 33.8% 14.1% 50 0% 34.1%

re than one response permitted.

loBased upon 80 respondents%

cBased upon B5 respondents.



JAB' ditional Adjustments
to Aid Students in forMal and Informal LDA Programs.a

Adjustment

1981/82

Number of 'Colleges

Percentage of Collegesb.

1983/84

Number-of Colleges

Percentage of. Collegesc

Learning Center Available for Remediation ,.

,Needs

Arrangements fbr Lecture, Comprehensiori
RTOdUction

, ' e

t)tO`Schedules Modified to meet related
Problems

Coutse CUrricUlum Revised
, I \ ,

[

Extend time to , complete individual Course

,,Requirements

WSve or Extend tune to complete Degree
.,Requirements .4 :

,,, Course Substitutions

A011jary Sup I:Service5:

1. Reader

# 2 . Notetaker 4rviCe

Atetration'.jervice

'DYagnbstic Learning Assessment

. ;'Dt.'her

74

92.5%

68

85.0%

"51

63.8%

48

60.0%

29

36.3%

19

23., 8%

6

7.5%

80

100%

64

80.0%

5.0%

72

90'.0%

76

95%

.63

78.8%

7

74

87.1%

70

82.2%

48

56.5%

45

53.0%

19

22.4%

23

, 27.1% k
r-

10 cl,n
, 11.8%

85

100% (-1

p,

7,,,1 0 ._,

83.5%

69
,-;

Fli'`

=
81.2%

gl.

82

296.5%

83 3
c k

97.6% m L
.

80 rt

94.1% n 1D
dMoret*Alne-response permitted.

i40011greSPOndentS. 1

1005 respondents.

0

CD
tn

CD
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Individual Education Plans (IEP's) mete mai'nta'ined on over 91 percent
of assisted LDA students in formal pr61#ams..- The_number of'colleges (78
colleges) which developed IEP's was the same as was.indicated in 1982, but
because of the.increased participation of colleges currently, this figure
illustratd's a significant (5.6% decrease. When asked if a Mul discipli-
nary Team was used to develop an LDA studert's IEP, approxim ely 28
percent replied affirmatively, 40 percent did not use teams, and about 29
percent occasionally utilized teams. The overall usage of team-developed

IEP's was essentially the same between the original and follow-up study
respondents. This also holds true for the primary members who serve on the
Multidisciplinary Team; the LDA specialist, LDA student and counselor are
still the primary members. See Tables-5, 6 and 7 for the detailed
findings.

TABLE 5: Active Individual Educa40 Programs (I.E.P.) Maintained for StudentsFormal LDA Program.

Programs Actively
Maintained

1981/82
r' Number of Colle es

1983/84
Number of Colle es

Percentageo o _eyes Percentage off o eges

Yes
78 78
97.4% 91.8%

No
1 3

1.3% 3.5%

Missing Response
1 4

1.3% 4.7%
Total

80 85
100% 100%

- 1J-
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TABLE 6: Formal MultidisCiplinary Team Conferences. Held to Develop LDA StUdent's
Individualized Education Proghim (IEP).

Conference Held

1981/82
Number.bf Colle es-
PiFEEa-age of o eges

f

1943184
Number of Colle es
Pir-Egaageo o eges

Yes

No

Sometimes

Missing Cases

Total
-4(

17

21.3%*

32

40.0%

30.

37.5%

1

1.3%

80
100.0%

24

28.2%

34

40.0%

25'

29.4%

2

2.4%

85
100.0%

TABLE 7: Primary Members of Multidisciplinary.Team When LOA Studepts Individualized
Education Program (IEP) is Developed. a.

1
o

Members -

1981/82
Frequency Percent b

183/84 ,,,,.
Frequency Pelcent c

LDA Specialist. 37 86.0% 39 92.9%
Student 36 83.7% 37 88.1%
Counselor 27 .62.8% '22 52.4%
Enabler/College Specialist 17 39.5% 21 50.0%
Other Faculty 17 39.5% 12 28:6%
Speech and Language Therapist 14 32.6% 11 26.2 %.
Parent/Relative 11 25.6% 10 23.8%
Psychologist 6 14.0% 8 19.0%
Social Worker ,,$. 5 11.6% 6 11.9%
Specialist Aide 0 0.0% 5 4.8%
Department of Rehabilitation 0 0.0% 2 4.8%
Counselor

Medical Doctor 1 2.3% . .2 t 4.8%
,

.

a More than one response permitted.
-b Based on 43 possible Tesponses per Member.
c Based on 42 possible. responses per Member. 20
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Inservice training was again provided bOhe.'majOrity
'of.re9pondents

who had formal LDA program resources. The percentagee4were
cantly different in the follow-up study.as 88% of the respondents provided
inservice work for other faculty, staff and parents. (Table 8).

TABLE 8: Inservice Training Provided for Community College -acid''_ id Staff
Through Formal LOA Program ResoH

Inservice Training
Provided

1981/82
Number of Colleges

1983/84
Number of Colleges

Percentage of Colleges Percentage ofColleges

Yes 74 75
92.4% 88.3%

No
3. '>7

3.8% 8.2%

Mis'sing.f3esponses 3 3

A4
3.8% 3.5%,

Total 80 '85
100% ,t, 100%

One of the new areas questioned in the follow-up study concerned the
average length of time an-identified student received, services from a

formal LDA program. The average time.spent by 41.percent of the LDA
students who receive(rvices was four semesters. Thirty-four percent of
the respondents indicated the average stay was two -to-three semesters in
length. Only 11 percent said LDA students received services that exceeded
four semesters in total (see Table 9).

.

21



13

LDA in California Community Colleges

TABLE 9: Length of Time a Student Receives Services From Formal LDA Programs

Time

One Sempsier or Less
TWo
Three
Four
Five
Six

Seven Semesters or More
Other b
Missing Responses
Total

NuMber of Colleges ' Percentages of Colleges a
.

1

13

16

35,

3

6

1

6

4

1.2%
15.3%
18.8%
41.1%

A 3.5%
7.1%
1.2%
7.1%
4.7%

100.0%

a Based upon 85 responses
b All "Others" indicated that their programs were too new to derive figures.

O
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Identification and Assessment Tools. Several questionnaire items

addressed the issue of identification. Respondents indicated that

approximately ninety percent or more of the LDA referrals can come from, in
rank order: 1) Faculty; 2) Counselors; 3) High Schools; 4) DepartMent'of
Rehabilitation; 5) Parents/Relatives; and 6) the LDA student themselves.

Also, two other referral groups rated fairly high: Social Services
Agehcies and'LDA Student ,Peers. These results are virtually identical for
the original 1982 survey and the 1984 follow-up,study (see Table 10).

TABLE 10: Referral b
Programs a

-individuals sr Agencies of:Potential Candida es for LDA

.
,

Agency or Individual
1981/82
Frequency Percent k

1983/84
Frequency Percent c

Faculty 79 98.8% 85 100.0%
High-Schools ' 78 :97.5% 84 98.8%
Department of Rehabilitation 78 97.5% 83 97.6%
Counselor 78 97.5% 82 96.5%
Parents/Relatives 76-w 95.0% 82 96.5%
Self

.

77 96.3% 75 88.2%
LDA Spetialist 57 71.3 %. 65 76.5%
Peers (of Students) 61 76.3% 63 . 74.1%
College Placement Agency 39 48.8% 53 62.4%
Social Service Agency 60 75.0% 48 56.5%
Psychologist 46 57.5% 46 54.1%
Law Enforcement Agency 22 27.5% 24 28.2%. '
Religious Institution't 10 12.5% 6 7.1%
Rehabilitation/State Hospitals o- 0.0% 5 5.9%
Local Colleges ,0 0.0% 2 2.4%
Parent 'Groilp (CANHC) 0 0.0% 1 1.2%

a More than one response possible
b Based on 80 possible responses per Agency or Individual
c Based on 85 possible responses per Agency or Individual

23
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, As part of the initial identification process, in-take interviews were

given by over 95 percent of the respondents who deliver formal. LDA

programs. Two percent of the respondents occasionally held intake

interviews and zero respond4nts answered in the negative. The results were

comparable to findings in the original study (see, Table 11).

,

TABLE 11: Intake Interviews Conducted with Potential Students for Formal
LDA Programs 4N.

Intake
Interviews
Conducted,

1981/82
'Number of Colle es
Percentage of o eges

1983/84
Number oftColle es
Pecentage of Colleges

Yes

No

Sometimes

Missing Responses

Total

75

.93.8%

2

2.5.%

3

3.8%

0

0.0%

80
100.0%

81

95.2%

0

0:0%

2
2.4%

2

2.4%

85
100.0%
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Following the above interviews, eighty-nine percent of the existing

formal LDA programs accepted assessment results from other agencies for

Placement purposes. Table 12 gives the results regarding assessment data

acceptance for both the original argfollow-up study. The follow-up study

also.obtained data (Table 13) which identifid those agencies from which

assessmentresults were accepted. The two Most widely accepted agency

assessments were the Department of Rehabilitation (100%) and local high

schools (98.5%). e resuplts obtained through private psychologists were

alsq,widely accveted (89.4%).

.

TABLE 12: Acceptance
0

of Assessment Results From Other Agencies for Placement of

Students into -Formal LDA.Programs.

Acceptance of Assessments

1981/82
Number of Colleges -

1983/84
Number of Colleges

Percentage of Colleges Percentage of Colleges

Yes 70 76

87.5% 89.4%

No 9 8

11.3% 9.4%

Missing Responses 1 1

1.2% 1.2%

Total 80 85

100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE 13: Agencies From Which Assessments Results Accepted for Student Placement intoFormal. LDA- Programs .

Agencies /Institutions Fiiom
Which Assessments AcCepted .

-Number of Col legesb -

Percentage of Col 1 egesc

Department 'of Rehabl 1 i tati on

caLo `Hi gh Schools

Pr i v ate'PsyChol4t,ttl.
T Sly

. to!--

Pri Vate Rehabi I i tat
ti

Regional Center's
V v

Diagnostic; Cl i 91 V44:
10

1_:"

State Hospitals/Ke(iVal F4a0yiti es

Ageh4.it s

Private Education Facilities

76

100.0%

75

98..5%

68
89.4%

36
47.4%

13

17.1%

4

5.3%

4

5.3%

3

3.9%

-dBased, upon the, 76 positive responses
institution aSsessinent results:.

bMore th,an one response 'pernIft.ted.
cBase0. :upon 76 resporliseI..:'7

0.4

from those who accept other

I

26

agencies/

1
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ndArdIziefasses,sment were gilien-by pereent of all, formal LDA
.

program0'-.=Thes rme commerical ly- available tests were administered to

potentfn;.-stud tt,._an additional seven percent of the time on-occasion.

Qnly one percent of tTeresponding colleges did not employ theses tests for

identificatiba purposes (see Table 14), These figures show a nine percent

growth ig,colleges which admibitter formal assessments ,to potential LDA

program:"students; this groWth"may stem from the almost eight percent drop
,

in colleges which only - occasionally gave these tests.

'TABLE 14: Formal (Cormiercially-Available) Assessments. Administered toPotential-
' Students for Acceptance into Formal LDA. Programs .

Formal Assessments
Admi stered

1981/82
Number of Colleges
Pertentage, of -Colleges

1983/84 ,

Number .of Colleges
Percentage of- Colleges

Yes

No,

5bmetimes

Missing Responses

Total

65
81.3%

3
-3.8%

12

15.0%

0

0.0%,

86
:100.0%

.1

76

89.4%

1

, 1.2%

c6
7.1%

2 .

2.3%

$5
100.0%.
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The ten most4Idely-used tests by formal LOA programs for identi-

fication or. assessment purposes appear on Table 15. Only two tests are

,used by more than half of the LD programs:' the Wide Range Achievement .

Test (78.8%) and the Woodcock- son Psychbeducational Battery (410%)1

The next three tests' were the Peabody Picture 'vocabtharY Test-Revised

(45.9%), Peabody Individual Achie merit Test (42.4%), and We'schler Adult

TABLE 15: Ten Most-Widely Used, Tests by Formal LOA .Programs for Identification
or Assessment Purposes. a

Test

1981/82 b
Number of Colle es

41983/84 b
Number of Colleges

Percentage of o eges

70
88.6%

44

55.7%

Percentages ofColleges

67.
78.8%

61
71.8%

1. Wide Range Achievement Test
(WRAT)

2. Woodcock- Johnson Psychoedu-
cational Test Battery (WJPE)

3. Feabody Picture Vocabulary
Test-Revised (PPVTr.g)

58,
73.4%

39
45.9%

4. Peabody Individual Acheivement 58 36
Test

. 73.4% 42.4%

5.. Weschler Adult Intelligence
Test-Revised (WAIS-R)

42
53.2%

35,
41.2%*-

,'
6. Detroit Test of Learning 48 29

Aptitude.(DTLA) 60.8% 34.1%

7. RaveR-Progressive Matrix 27 25
34.2% 29.4%

fL: 'Bender. Visual-Motor Gestalt 31 24
A Test 39.2% . 28.2%

9.-KeyMath Diagnostic Mathematics 40. 22
Test 50.6% 25.9%

.10. Woodcock Reading Mastery Test 38 21

48.1% 24.!%.

a Multiple,responses permitted
b Based upon 80 respondents
Based upon 85 respondents 28
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Intelligence Test-Revised (41.2%). This survey question generated widely-
. different responses between the original arid mc& recent survey. Except,
for the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducat4ional Battery (which gained in.usage),
all identified standardized. tests dropped in frequency of use by ten to 31
percent.

Informal tests (teacher-made or community college-de4eloped) assess
ments were given in the initial study by 64 respondents to complement the
above testing. The area most frequently assessed through informal' test
identification purposes in both studies was in the area of written language
(81.2%). Table 16 offers the comparison results.

TABLE 16: Areas in Which Informal Tests are Used to Identify Students for Formal LOA
Programs a

Informal Test Areas

Written Language

Reading

'Specific Learning Abilities/
Modalities

Arithmetic

Spoken Language

Over-all Achievement

Classroom Behavior.

Spelling

IntellectUal Performance/
Adaptive Behavior

a Multiple responses permitted
b Based upon 80 responses
c Based upon 85 responses

1981/82 b
Number of Colle es

1983/84 c
Number of Colleges

Percentages of o leges Percentages of Colleges

55 69
68.8% 81.2%

32 41
40.0% 48.2%

27 40
33.8% 47.1%

30 31
37.5% 36.5%

Z4 29
28.2% 34.1%

24 29
28.2% .1%

27 28
33.8% 32.9%

27 26
33:8% 30.6%

17 21
21.3% 24.7%
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The majority (77%) of responding formal LDA programs did not require

multidisciplinary team conferekesheld'when determining -admission into

those programs. However, 48 percent of the programs sometimes used such

conferences for placement pqrpbses. TwelOiLnine percent of the respondents

never used teams for those reasons..-Only:,?0Aircent of the respondents

admitted students to formal LDA programs based upon multidisciplinary team

decisions. Like results were obtained from both studies (see Table 17).

I

TABLE 17: Formal Multidisciplinary-Team Conference Held to Determine Student
Admission in LDA Programs.

Conference Held

1981/82
Number of Colle es
Percentage of o eges

1983.84
Number of Colle
15117ETIliqe o o

es

eges,

Yes

Sometimes

Missing Response

Total

16

20.0%

32

40.0%

30
37.5%

2

2.5%

80
100.0%

17

20.0%

'25

29.4%

41

48.2%

2

2.4%

85
100.0%

30
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When,tqrs'were used, the primary members were the LDA.specialist,

enabler/college specialist or school cobnselor (see Table 18).- The partic-

ipation of said members has dropped in frequency (up to 18%) since the

origiRal survey was administered. Only three categories of participants

have increased: college administrator (8.6%), medical doctor/health.:

services (5.2%), and rehabilitation counselor (3.4%).

TABLE 18: Primary Members of Multidisciplinary Team When Potential Student
Candidates Considered for LOA Programs. a.

.
.

Members
1981/82

Frequency Rercent b
1983/84

Frequency Percent c

LOA Specialist 35 83.3% 43 74.1%

Enabler/College Specialist
,

Counselor-
22
28

52.4%
66.7%

30
J 28-

51.7%
48.3%

Student .24 : 57.1% 23 39.7%
Speech and Language Therapist 17 40.5% 14 24.1%

Other Faculty 13 31.0% 13 22.4%

-Psychologist
/Relative

13
12

31.0 %

28.6%
-- 12

11

20.7%
19.0%

Administrator 0 O% 5 8.6%

Social Worker 4 9.5% 4 6.9%

Medical Doctor/Health 1 2.4% 3 5.2%

Services
Department of Rehabilitation 6/ 0.0% 2 3.4%

Counselor

a More than one response permitted.
b Based upon 42 possible responses per Team MeMber.
c Based upon 58 possible responses per Team Member.

3t

r,
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The last identification area surveyed was unique to the folJow-up

questionnaire. Two questions addressed the usage' of the accepted LDA.

definition of acKevement-aptitude discrepancy and/or exclusionary clause

in determining eligibility intarformal LOA.programs. Table 19 italicates

that 81 percent of the programt always apply the LDA'definition standards

regarding achievement-apptitude while only 49 percent apply the

exclusionary clause. An additional 14 percent sometimes employ tfie dis-

crepancy claUse.

TABLE 19: LOADefinition of Achievement-Aptitude Discrepancy and/or Exclusionary
Clause Used in Determining Eligibility into Formal LDA Programs..

-Response

)
Yes

No

Sometimes

Missing Responses

Total

Achievemen.t7Aptitude
Discrepancy Used

Exclusionary
Clause Used

69
81.2%

4-

4.7%

12

14.1%

0

0.0%

85
100.0%

42
49.4%

9

10.6%

25

29.4%

9

10.6%

85
100.0%
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The means by which the LDA definition of achievement-aptitude

discrepancy is measured for eligibility into formal LDA programs appears in
Table 20. Clinical judgment was by far the most frequently used means of
measuring a discrepancy at almost 77 percent. Forty-seven percent of the
respondents also used a standard error of criterion measurement while 19
percent employed some type of formula.

TABLE 20: Means by Which LDA Definition of.Achievement-Aptitude Discrepancy .is
Measured for Eligibility into Formal LDA Programs.a

Means of
Meawrement

Number of Collegesb
Percentage of Collegesc

Clinical Judgement 62

76.5%
/ m.

Standard Error of Measurement 38
Criterion

46.41,

Formula(s) 15

18.5%

Other
9

1.1%

Incidence Level of Population 4
Criterion 0.9%

dBased upon 81 responses from those who employ the LDA Definition of Achievement-
Aptitude biscrepancy for determining eligibility.

bMore than one response permitted.
cBased upon 81 responses.
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Discussion

The number oftudents served through LDA programs in California's

community colleges has grown significantly in the past'five years.. In the.

106 college system, only eight schools dO not offer any special services

for LDA studerits: and out of those eight collelges,',two have claimed LDA

students for Chancellor Office repOrts. Other than, the significant growth

factor, the community colleges are serving their LDA student population in

much the same manner as was reported (Ostertag and Baker, 1982) two years

ago. The implementation and organization of LDA programs evidences

diversity to meet local area needs, yet show a consistency throughout the

system. Most colleges still provide similar means for the identification

and diagnosis of potential LDA students. This is also true in terms of

using intake interviews, referring procedures and Agencies, and a basic

agreement as to the primary assessment tools employed. Programs and

support services also demonstrate a consistency from college to'college\

Support services and instruction are still comprised mainly of teaching,

tutoring and counseling by LDA specialists and aides. Also available are

'learning centers, registration Cervices, readert, notetakers and/or

equipment loan.

The specific tests used for assessnt purposes dnd their frequency of

usage have changed. Only two assessments are now used by the majority of

the respondents: the Wide Range levement Test (WRAT) and the 400dcock-

Johnson Psychoeducational Test B tters (WJPE). These tests, are being used

to identify learning disabilities through an achieveMent aptitude

discrepancy. .Other than the WJPE, all other assessments have dropped in

he frequency of their use. 'A continuing pilot study bein13 conducted

through the auspices of the California CoNmunity College Chancellor's

Office, emphasizing the use of technically-adequate, Oormed and

age-appropriate tests, may be responsible for the above changes.

Based upon the follow-up survey results, the following recommendations

are suggested for,community colleges that offer services for LDA students:

1) usage of appropriate, valid and reliable assessment instruments for

post-secondary level students; 2) participation in efforts to norm tests
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. .

identified by practitioneri'as apparently appropriate to post-secondari,

level students; 3) implemehtation of a defined services identification and

assessment procedure in accordance with the accepted LOA definition and

research findings; 4) consistent data-reporting methods, such as a system-

wide IEP format, securely and confidentially maintained; and:.5) development

of an up-dated handbook for the practioners of LDA programs.

The community college system is facing many of the same problems con-

fronting the K-12th public school system. Funding reductions, demands for

accountability, assessment and delivery practice appropriateness, identi-

i fication of LD students versus low achievers, and the basic question of

what constitutes a "true" learning pdisability exists for both systems.

These above questions must be addressed, but not to the exclusion of those

LO students'in need of special services. The California community college

system .1s ing a recognized 'need in their attempt to deliver appropriate
......,

service;'t -students.

Secondary teachers who work with LD students should explore the educa-

tional opportunities available to their students following graduation. The

advantages of attending college 'should be taught in terms'of furthering

general and employability skflls. The California community colleges are

affording LD students a unique chance to pursue an Atsociate of Arts (AA)

degree, obtain a vocational certificate and/or training, prepare for trans-

fer work to a four-year college, or simply take ourses in an area of

'tinterest or need. Formal and informal services re available to help them

without any additional cost other...than standard California community col-

lege fees. The need exists for the development of post-secondary programs

for the LD student; the California community colleges are demonstrating a

working model transferrable to other areas.

35
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§kt;:e' a t
00Nt TABLE 21:- Position Title of California Community College Respondents to LDA
F. -N z.

-..... Follow-up Questionnaire

Number of Respondents by
Type of Program

FRImal Informal None Total

LDA Specialist

LDA Coordinator

,NandicApped Program

t Psychologist

4

rdinator

31

35

17

0

2-

85

1

0

11

13

0

2

3

3.

8

4

32

37

31

'1

5

106

.4,
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California Community Colleges

with Formal LOA Programs
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TABLE 22: California Community Colleges with Formal LDA Programs Rahked by
LDA Student Population-a

Colleges
Reported LDA Students'Serve

1. San Francisco City
2. Chaffey
.3, Santa Ana
4. Butte
5., Sierra
6. biabot
7. De Ahza
8.- Pasadena
9. College of the Redwoods

10. Fresno City..
11. Ventura
12. Cabrillo

:13. Cypress
14. Bakersfield
15. San Joaquin Delta
16. El'Camino
17. Questa
18. Long Beach City
19. "Fullerton
20. Orange Coast
21. Antelope Valley
22. San Jose City
23. Santa Rosa
24. College of the Sequoias
25. Santa Barbara-City
26. ,San Diego' City
27. Yuba

128. Los Angeles Pierce
29. Napa
30. College of Marin

4 31. -Gavilan
32. Santa Monica City

'- 33. Alameda
34. Oxnard
'35. Skyline -

36. Mount San Antonio
37. Southwestern
38. -Modesto'
39. Cerro Cosa
AO. Contra Costa
44.' Riverside City
42. Grossmont
43. Allan Hancodk.
44. Compton

42

724 -2°

469
440
410-

349
332
279
263
256
241

229
221
191
184
182
181
173
160
148
139
139
139
138
136
130
129
128
125
122
120
111
110
109
1.07

103
101
99

97
92
91
90
89

.439
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Colleges Reported LDA Stmdentsierved

(Continued)

45. Diablo Valley
46. Saddleback

't 47. Los.Angeles
.48. San:Diego. Mesa
49. Canada
50. Cosumnes Riverd
51.'1 San Bernardino Valley
52. Glendale
53. Lapeyc
54. Los Medanos
55. Evergreen
56, Moorpark
57. Lake Tahoe
,58. Merritt
.59. Cerrito's

60.. College of.the Canyons
61 San Mateo
62: Monterey Peninsula
63. Los Angeles City
64. CitrUs
65. West - Valley
66. Coastline
67. Rio Hondo
68. ,5hasta
69. Amperial Valley
70. Palomar
71. 'Crofton Hi3ls
72. portervilled
73: Mount San Jacinto

Lps Angeles Harbor -
75. ''Mission
76. Mendocino
-77. Lassen
78. Indian Valley
79. Victor Valleys
80. Hartnellc
81. ,SOlanoc,

82. College of the Desert \It

83. Columbia
84. College of the Siskiyous
85. Mira CostaC

Total

89
86
86
83

t 8o
78
77

4 74
72

70
:67
66
65

65
61

59

54
49
47
4T
64E.

145

42
41

40
39
36

36
36
36,
32
31
30
.30

27
:23

.23

23
21
14

T0,869 LDA Students

43
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a Formal Programs are defined as having:
(1) an LDA Specialist;

(2). standard-identification procedures for each student;
(3).and the option of offering special instruction or classes for LDA students.

b

c

d

Reported to Chancello'r's Office Final-Claim Form (CCC-SS-3).

Previously claimed to have an Informal LDA Program on a 1981-82 Chancellor's Office
Report

Previously claimed not to have any services for LDA students on a 1981-82
Chancellor's OfficeReport.

A

5
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C fornia Commuilit9 Colleges

,h Informal LDA Programs
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TABLE 23: California Community Colleges with Informal LDA Programs Ranked
By LOA Student Population a

S

Colleges Reported LOA Students Served

1.

2.

Foothill d
American River e

222
60

3. Kings River e 56
4. *lest Hills 48
5. Los Angeles Valley 286 Feather River 19
7. Ohlone 18
8. East Los Angeles 13
9. West Los Angeles 13

10. Golden West 10
11. San Diego Miramar e 6
12. Merted e 4.
13., Taft ce

TOTAL,
0.

49) LOA Students

a Some type of service other than Formal Programming offered for LOA students
b Reported to Chancellor's Office Final Claim Form (CCC-SS-3).
c New program. Figures not yet available
d Previously claimed to have a Formal LOA Program on as 1981 -82- Chancellor's Office

Report.

e Previously claimed not to have any services for LOA students on a 1981-82
Chancellor's Offite Repbrt.

,,

MIS

46
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California COmmunity Colleges

Without, Services for LDWStudents



39

LDA in .California Community Colleges

TABLE 24: California Communt,ty Colleges Without Special Services for LDA Students a

College Report LA Students Served b

1. Los Angeles Southwest c
2. Los Angeles Trade-Technical cd
3. San Diego Evening -

4. Vista d
5. Cuyamaca e
6. Barstow
7. Sacramento City
8. Palo Verde

TOTAL.

15

14

0

0

0

0

0

'0

TFLDA Students

a No special services provided for LDA students.
b Reported to Chancellor's Office Final Claim Form (CCC-SS-3).
c Two campuses claimed LDA students served in some capacity even though they reported
*no special_services available.

0 Previously claimed: to have an Informal LDA Program on a 1981-82 Chancellor's Office
Report.

e Previously claimed to have-m-elormal LDA Program on a 1981-82 Chancellor's Office
Report.

48
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND THE

'LEARNING DISABLED AVERAGE (LDA): FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE
Code No.

Please respond to all items (based upon fiscal yeas B3-84 unless otherwise specified)

1) Title of Respondet (Please check the one that best applies):

1. / / Learning Disability Specialist (Instructor) 4. / 7 Psychologist

2: / / Learning Disability Specialist (Coordinator, 5. I7 Counselor

__. LD Program)

3. / / Enabler/Coordinator/College Specialist
6: i7 Aide,

(Total Handiapped Services) 7. 17 Other Faculty (identify) 11,

ly Type of LDA Program qa ,

1. / / Formal (Sp, tnstructio , SLdItuard Procedures, LDA Specialist, Other Services)

2. / / In rural (Other'SerVices)

3. / / None (No Services Available)

...,

3) A. Indicate the,NUMBERof LDA claimed served for the SS3, Final Direct Cost Report,,,due 7/15/83,

for.the Chancellor's Office. / /

B., Indicate the NUMBER of your LDAstudents who:were also servetd in the K-12. system as LDA. / /

4) Indicate the NUMBER of potential LDA students on your campusi/Who are not receiving services, / /

II you are not serving any LDA students, pleai, stop here and return the.questionnaire in.the'stamped, addressed envelope.
Otherwise, please contiiikle.

5) How is a student initially referred

are appropriate.
I

poss -r-l- -.andidate for the LDA program? Please check any'of the below which

1. / Faculty 8. / / Department of Rehabilitation

2.- / i Counselor 9. / / Social. Service Agency

3. 77 LDA Specialist 10. / / Religious Institutions

4. 17 Psychologist 9r
11. / Peers (of student)

5. / 7 Parents/Relatives 12. f7 College Placement Exam

6. / / High Schools 13. / 7 Self

7. /7 Law Enforcement Agencies 14. I7' Other (describe)

6) Are Formal Assessments administered by your college LDA program to potential student9e;

2. /77 No 3. / / Sometimes

.44

1. . / / Yes
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7) Do you use-assessment results from referring agencies for student plaCeMent purposes into your program?'

1. / Yes

If you responded "Yes," please indicate those agencies:

/ / 'Department of Rehabilitation

2,

3.

4,

5.

6.

/ / Local High Schools

/ / Private Psychologists

/ / Private Rehabilitation Agencies

2. /7 No

/ / Other Agency (Please List)

17 Other Agendy (Please List)

7. /7 Other Agency (Pleaie'List)

8) Are Formal Multidisciplinary Team Conferences

I7 Yes

you responded°"Yes," please. indicate
7. / 2/ counselor).

1. 17 Student

2. / / Parent/Relative
f

3. '/ 7 1,F11(Itnit

LDA Specialist

. /7 Enabler/College Specialist

6. /7 Speech and 1,anguage Therapist

held to determine student admission to your LDA Program?

2. i7 No 3. / / Sometimes

the Primary members and numbers of each who belong to the team. (Example:
v.

4

7. / / Counselor

8. / / Social Worker,

9. /,/ Medical Doctor'

010. / / Other Faculty

11. / / Other (descritie)

12. / / Other (describe)
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